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Abstract

We introduce a class of branching processes in which the reproduc-
tion or lifetime distribution at a given time depends on the total cu-
mulative number of individuals who have been born in the population
until that time. We focus on a continuous-time version of these pro-
cesses, called total-progeny-dependent birth-and-death processes, and
study some of their properties through the analysis of their fluid (de-
terministic) approximation. These properties include the maximum
population size, the total progeny size at extinction, the time to reach
the maximum population size, and the time until extinction. As the
fluid approach does not allow us to approximate the time until extinc-
tion directly, we propose several methods to complement this approach.
We also use the fluid approach to study the behaviour of the processes
as we increase the magnitude of the individual birth rate.

Keywords: birth-and-death process; total progeny; fluid approxima-
tion; extinction time.

1 Introduction

Many resources are not renewable. Examples affecting human populations
include fossil fuels (coal, petroleum, natural gas) and nuclear energy. An-
imal populations also often modify their environment by building burrows
or nests, eating other living beings, etc. Any population that uses resources
at unsustainable rates risks a severe decline or extinction. In this paper,
we introduce a class of branching processes equipped to model the nega-
tive impact of non-renewable resource consumption. More specifically, we
assume that each individual’s lifetime or reproductive success depends on
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the current total progeny size, that is, the total cumulative number of in-
dividuals who have been born in the population. It is reasonable, for ex-
ample, to define the individual fertility rate as a decreasing function of the
total progeny size since the more individuals have been born in the pop-
ulation, the more resources have been consumed, and the less propitious
the conditions for reproduction have become. Assuming a one-to-one cor-
respondence between the total progeny size and the amount of consumed
resources, the level of resources is then not modelled directly, but rather
indirectly through an endogenous feature of the population. The result-
ing process, which we name total-progeny-dependent branching process, is a
two-dimensional Markov chain which exhibits interesting features, as we will
demonstrate.

An example of a typical trajectory of a discrete-time total-progeny-
dependent branching process is shown in Figure |1} In this binary splitting
model, at each generation, individuals produce two children with probabil-
ity po(x) = K/(K + y/z) (where K is a positive constant), or no children
with probability po(z) = 1 — pa(x), when the current total progeny size is =
(v/x is represented by the green curve). We see that the population starts
declining as soon as y/x crosses the constant K, that is, when the process
moves from being supercritical to being subcritical.
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Figure 1: A trajectory of a total-progeny-dependent branching process with
binary splitting where K = 50.

In a setting where resources do not renew, populations are never able to
sustain themselves, and ultimate extinction happens not long after the pop-
ulation size has reached a peak. A contrasting class of well-studied models
with dependences are the so-called population-size-dependent branching pro-
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Figure 2: A portion of trajectory of a population-size-dependent branching
processes with binary splitting and carrying capacity K = 15.

cesses, in which the individual’s lifetime or reproductive success depends on
the current population size. In these processes, the population can grow un-
til it reaches the mazimum population size a particular habitat can support,
called the carrying capacity. If it is able to reach the vicinity of the carrying
capacity, then the population lingers around that value for a very long time
—more precisely, an expected time of the order e*® for some constant ¢ > 0,
where K is the carrying capacity [3]. Due to the presence of the carrying
capacity and stochastic events, extinction eventually occurs with probabil-
ity one [4]. These well-established asymptotic properties are common for a
large class of processes, see [3, Bl [6]. Figure [2[ shows an example of a typi-
cal trajectory of a binary splitting discrete-time population-size-dependent
branching processes in which p2(z) = K/(K + z), where z is the current
population size. We observe that, despite the similar form of the offspring
laws, the trajectories in Figures [I] and [2| are completely different. In partic-
ular, there is no concept of carrying capacity in a total-progeny-dependent
branching process.

To the best of our knowledge, total-progeny-dependent branching pro-
cesses have not previously appeared in the literature. It is worth mention-
ing two notable related models. First, the stochastic Susceptible-Infectious-
Removed (SIR) epidemic process is a special case of total-progeny-dependent
birth-and-death process where the population size has an upper bound, and
the individual birth rate is a linearly decreasing function of the total progeny



size (see Remark (1] for more detail). The class of models considered here is
much richer since the birth and death rates can be any (positive) function
of the total progeny, and there is no bound on the population size. Second,
the resource-dependent branching process introduced in [I] is a discrete-time
branching process in which individuals produce and consume resources; a
society rule determines how resources are distributed among individuals,
who have a means of interaction through claims: they stay in the society
only if their claim is met, otherwise they leave. In contrast with the mod-
els considered here, the reproduction law of individuals in [I] is constant
over time. The resource-dependent branching processes may thus be seen
as particular types of controlled branching processes [9, [10].

As a convenient starting point for the analysis of total-progeny-dependent
branching processes, here we consider the simplest continuous-time process,
namely, the total-progeny-dependent birth-and-death process. In this process,
the birth and death rates per individuals are some functions b(x) and d(x),
respectively, of the current total progeny size x. It is generally known that
the equivalent deterministic (fluid) models, which are easier to analyse, are
for practical purposes as good as the stochastic models when the populations
are sufficiently large [§]. We compare several properties of total-progeny-
dependent birth-and-death processes with their fluid equivalent, including
the mean maximum population size, the mean total progeny at extinction,
the mean time to reach the maximum population size, and the mean time
until extinction. To this end, we focus on two toy models in which only the
birth rate depends on the total progeny x: in Model 1, b(z) = A/z, and
in Model 2, b(x) = Aexp(—xz/a), where A and « are positive parameters
which control the magnitude of the birth rate. We stress that these partic-
ular models are not chosen for realistic reasons, but rather because they are
amenable to some explicit fluid analysis and they exhibit interesting prop-
erties. For example, we show that, as A — oo, the (fluid) time to reach the
maximum population size converges to a positive constant in Model 1 and to
zero in Model 2. Because the mean time until extinction cannot be directly
approximated using the fluid approach, we propose several ways to comple-
ment that approach. We observe the existence of a value of A minimising
the (approximated) mean time until extinction in Model 2.

The models presented in this paper offer many potential extensions.
Other more realistic models of total-progeny-dependent birth-and-death pro-
cesses, in which the birth rate decreases more slowly with the total progeny
size than in Models 1 and 2, include the cases where b(x) = \/zP for

0<p<1, and b(z) =1— e—e 1Y (the negative Gompertz function);



those models, however, are less tractable. It is also possible to relax the
assumption that the resources are not renewable by supposing that the in-
dividual’s lifetime and reproductive success at time ¢ depend on the total
cumulative number of individuals who have been present in the population
since time (t — )™ for some constant § > 0 (where the particular case 6 = 0
corresponds to the population-size-dependent case).

The rest of the paper is organised as follows. In Section [2] we define
the total-progeny-dependent birth-and-death process and its deterministic
equivalent, and we introduce some preliminary results. Sections [3] and [4]
are devoted to the analysis of properties of Models 1 and 2, respectively.
Finally, Section [5| contains the proofs of some results.

2 Preliminaries

A continuous-time total-progeny-dependent birth-and-death process is a two-
dimensional Markov process {(Z;, X¢) }+>0, where Z; denotes the population
size at time ¢ and X, denotes the total progeny until time ¢, in which the
per individual birth and death rates, b(x) and d(x), depend on the current
value x of the total progeny. For any fixed value of x, individuals reproduce
and die independently of each other. The two possible transitions from state
(z,2) € N3 are therefore

o (z,z) = (2 + 1,z + 1), at rate zb(z),
e (z,x) — (2 — 1,x), at rate zd(x).

Any state (0, z) is absorbing.

The deterministic equivalent of the Markov process {(Z¢, X¢)} with ini-
tial value (Zy, Xo) = (1,1), which we call its fluid approzimation, is the
real-valued vector function (y1(t),y2(t)), t € R, which satisfies the system
of ordinary differential equations

WD (1) blan(t)) — dlan (1)) ®
WO _ g (1)blan(e). .

with initial conditions (y1(0),42(0)) = (1,1). If the function F(z,z) :=
(z{b(z) — d(z)}, zb(x)) is Lipschitz continuous, then a unique solution is
guaranteed on [0, T'] for some value 7" > 0 (by the Picard-Lindelof theorem).
The function y; (¢) approximates the number of individuals in the population



at time ¢, and the function yo(t) approximates the total progeny until time ¢.
Eq. has solution

n(®) = e ( [ blun(a) ~ dtatuin) >0, 3)

which implies by Eq. that yo(t) is monotonically increasing. If

¢
Jim [ {b(aa) ~ () yu = . ()
then y1(t) — 0 (eventual extinction).

Note that we do not aim at formally deriving (y1(t),y2(t)) as the fluid
limit (as N — oo) of a sequence of Markov processes {(Z{, X)) }i>0 n>1
under proper parametrisation and scaling so that the results in [7, 8, 2] can
be applied. Instead, here we study the quality of the fluid approximation of
some total-progeny-dependent birth-and-death processes and several of its
properties to get insights in the processes for practical purposes.

Remark 1 The stochastic SIR epidemic process is a particular total-progeny-
dependent birth-and-death process in which the resources are the susceptible

individuals in a closed population of size N. In this process, Zy corresponds

to the number of infectious individuals at time t, X; corresponds to the total

cumulative number of cases until time t (that is, the sum of the number of
infectious and recovered individuals), b(x) := (1 — x/N), and d(zx) := ~,

0 < x < N, where 8 is the transmission rate and -y is the recovery rate. The

equivalence between the deterministic SIR model and the fluid limit of SIR

stochastic processes is well known, see for example [§].

To simplify our analysis we consider two models in which the death rate
is constant, d(x) = p, and in which the birth rate decreases with the current
value x of the total progeny size,

A
e Model 1: by(z) = —, x > 1,
x

e Model 2: by(z) = Ae o,z >1,

where A\, a, 4 are strictly positives real constants. In particular, A and «
control the magnitude of the birth rate.

Figures[3|and [4 show typical single trajectories and averaged trajectories,
respectively, of the stochastic process {(Z;, X;)} and its fluid approximation
(y1(t),y2(t)), for Model 1 with g = 1, and with A = 10 (left panels) and A\ =



1000 (right panels). We see that the population sizes grow to a maximum
value before slowly declining to extinction due to a shortage of non-renewable
resources. We also note that the fluid curves accurately approximate the
mean behaviour of the stochastic process (as well as single trajectories) when
A = 1000. Figures [f] and [6] show equivalent trajectories for Model 2 with
p =1, o =100, and with A = 10 (left panels) and A = 1000 (right panels).
When comparing the figures, we observe that the peak in the population size
is sharper in Model 2, that is, extinction happens faster after the maximum
population size has been reached, and we also see that the total progeny
curve has an inflection point in Model 2 but not in Model 1.
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Figure 3: Model 1 — Single trajectories of the stochastic process {(Z;, X;)}
and its fluid approximation (y1(t), y2(t)).



20} .

Simulated ave.
Fluid population size
— — —Fluid total progeny size

10

Simulated ave. population size
otal progeny size

0 L >
I 10 15

Time

(a) A =10

2000

1500 b
Simulated ave. population size
Simulated ave. total progeny size
1000 + . P b
Fluid population size
— — —-Fluid total progeny size
500 F[ o~ 1
/ \
/ AN
0 — —
0 5 10 15 20
Time

Figure 4: Model 1 — Average of 10000 trajectories of the stochastic process
{(Z;, Xy)} and its fluid approximation (y1(t), y2(t)).
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Figure 5: Model 2 — Single trajectories of the stochastic process {(Z;, X;)}
and its fluid approximation (y1(t), y2(t)).
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Figure 6: Model 2 — Average of 10000 trajectories of the stochastic process
{(Z;, Xy)} and its fluid approximation (y1(t), y2(t)).

Motivated by the fact that the averaged trajectories of the stochastic
processes in Figures [] and [6] are well approximated by their deterministic
counterparts when A is sufficiently large, we will use the fluid approximations
to study properties of total-progeny-dependent birth-and-death processes
such as the mean maximum population size, the mean total progeny at
extinction, the mean time at which maximum is reached, and the mean time
until extinction. In addition, the fluid approach will allow us to investigate
the behaviour of these quantities as the magnitude of the individual birth
rate increases.

Before pursuing, observe that by dividing Eq. by Eq. , we obtain

dyi(t)  b(y2(t)) — d(y=2(t)) d(y2(t))

dp®) T Wm®) b)) )

which provides us with an expression for the (fluid) population size at time
t, y1(t), as a function of the (fluid) total progeny until time ¢, ya(t):

nit) = wo- | mdm

The (fluid) maximum population size is obtained by setting dy;(¢)/dt = 0
in Eq. , which leads to an equation for the total progeny at the time this
maximum is reached,

(t)- (6)

b(y2(t)) = d(y2(t))- (7)

In other words, the process starts its descent to extinction when the birth
rates becomes smaller than the death rate.



In the next two sections we study the properties of Models 1 and 2. We
provide more details for Model 1, whose fluid approximation is amenable to
a complete analytical analysis.

3 Properties of Model 1

Using b1(z) = A/x and d(z) = p in Egs. and (), we obtain

dy: (t) [ B o
—1-Ep0) = ) = ya(t) — —~1(t)> + C 8
dys (1) )\y2( ) yi(t) = ya(t) 2)\3/2( )*+Ch, (8)
for some constant C. Using the initial condition
y1(0) = 32(0) =1 (9)

in Eq. (8), we obtain Cy = 45, which leads to the final expression

H 2, M
t) = t) — —yaft —. 10
y1(t) = y2(t) 2)\3/2() +2/\ (10)
Eq. establishes a relationship between the current population size y; (t)
and the total progeny size y2(t) at any time ¢ > 0 which will be useful in

order to derive the model properties.

3.1 Maximum population size

Let 42 be the time when the population size reaches its maximum value.
Eqgs. and provide us with an approximation of the total progeny
and population size at time t,,4,, respectively:

A
Y tmaz) = ) 11
2(tmaz) p (11)
Ap
m = — 4+ —. 12
y1(t aﬂc) 2 + o\ ( )

These equations indicate that, for large values of A\, the population alive
at time t,,4, accounts for about half of the total progeny until that time.
Figure [7| (left) compares the value of y; (¢42) given in Eq. and the av-
erage maximum population size based on 5000 simulations of the stochastic
process for increasing values of A. The relative difference is highlighted in
the right panel of the figure and indicates that the fluid approach provides
an accurate approximation of the mean maximum population size.

10
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Figure 7. Model 1 — Left: Mean maximum population size as a function
of A\, when p = 1. Right: Relative difference between the average of the
simulations and the fluid approximation.

3.2 Total progeny at extinction

Extinction in the stochastic process corresponds to the event {(Z(t), X (t)) =
(0,x) for some t > 0 and = > 0}. By definition, a total-progeny-dependent
birth-and-death process becomes subcritical as soon as the total progeny
becomes larger than y (¢4, ); from that point, the process Z(t) is stochas-
tically dominated by a subcritical linear birth-and-death process, which im-
plies that extinction occurs almost surely. In the fluid approximation, if
y1(0) > 0, there is no time ¢ such that y;(¢) = 0, but instead we have
y1(00) := lims 00 y1(t) = 0. We denote by y2(00) := lims—,o0 y2(t) the total
progeny at extinction. Letting ¢ — oo in Eq. we obtain

A+ VA4 p? (13)

Yy2(o0) = .

Figure [§| indicates that, as A increases, the fluid approach provides an
accurate approximation to the mean total progeny size. However, this ap-
proach does not directly provide us with the mean time until extinction
(which, in the fluid model, is infinite due to the nature of the solution (3)).
Methods to approximate the mean time until extinction are presented in
Section

11
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3.3 Time to reach a given total progeny size

Since y2(t) increases monotonically, its inverse t(y2), which records the time
at which the total progeny reaches a given value ys < y2(00), exists and in-
creases monotonically. We now derive an expression for ¢(y2). From Egs.

and , we have

dy2 Boo A I i
b —< S _,_7)7__)\_7 + —, 14
T (y2) Y2 = oy Y2 T oy Yo o Y2 2 (14)

which gives

A A
da_ oy 1 17 + L fe (15)
dy»  Mp—hyi+h5  p 2 ’

where

A4, Aol
t(y2) :; [(1 - A)log (1“A+> +(1+i)1og (W)] .

He %+c—y2
(17

Note that the constant c in has two possible values, however the solution
t(y2) is independent of the choice of value. Figure[9|depicts the function ¢(y2)
and highlights its asymptotic behaviour as y, approaches the total progeny
at extinction, y2(00) (represented by the vertical dashed line).

12
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3.4 Time to reach the maximum population size

By substituting Eq. into Eq. we obtain ta: = t(y2(tmaz)), the
(fluid) time to reach the maximum population size:

1 A A A A

tmaz = — [(1— — ) log <1—+c> +(1+ —)log <+c—1> —210gc] ,
1 e [ pic [t

(18)

where c is given in Eq. .

Figure indicates that for A\ suitably large, the fluid approach pro-
vides an accurate approximation to the mean time to reach the maximum
population size. The left panel of the figure also highlights an interesting
property: as A increases, the mean time to reach the maximum population
size converges to a constant. We show this result for the fluid function
tmaz = tmaz(A) (the proof can be found in Section :

Proposition 1 t,,,, — %log(Q) as A — 00.

This means that, as A increases, the birth rate b(y2(t)) increases in a way

13



which perfectly balances the asymptotic linear increase in the maximum
population size y1 (tmaz)-
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Figure 10: Model 1 — Left: Mean time to reach the maximal population
size as a function of A, with 4 = 1. Right: Relative difference between the

average of the simulations and the fluid approximation.

3.5 Time until extinction

As illustrated in Figure [J] the fluid approach does not allow us to compute
the time until extinction directly since ¢(y2(c0)) = co. We therefore need
additional steps to approximate this time.

Let € > 1 denote a small population size, and let t. denote the time at
which the (fluid) population reaches size ¢ in its descent, that is, such that
y1(te) = €, te > tmax- The first approach is to approximate the mean time
until extinction, tey:, by

t©) = t. + Emax(X1,. .., X)), (19)

where the random variables X; are i.i.d. exponential random variables with
rate d(y2(t:)), 1 < i < e. In other words, we assume that after time ¢., no
more birth events occur and the process behaves like a pure-death process
until extinction. This approximation is reasonable for values of A such that
ya(te) is large enough for the birth rate b(y2(t.)) to be negligible compared to
the death rate d(y2(t:)). Note that the expectation in has a closed-form
expression:

max :71 ~ (= ﬂ
Elmax(X, .., Xe) d<y2<t€>>;<'> o

14



To find t., we let y1(t.) = € in Eq. , which leads to an equation for
y2(t5)7

e = yalte) — axwa(t)’ + o5, (20)

whose larger solution is

A+ A - 2ep)

ya(te) (21)
: [
Substituting Eq. into Eq. , we obtain
A
1 A 1-2+¢
= L0 | s
H 2 IL— SHA L
1 1 ik 22
1+ ;T) o8 VA2 p2 —2ep ’ (22)
“w

where c is given in Eq. .

Figureshows té?t =t1+1/u (that is, té?t with € = 1), and the average
time until extinction based on simulations. We see that there is a distinct
gap between the two curves, which indicates that the choice of € = 1 may not
be suitable. Note that when € =1, Eq. reduces to y2(t1) = 2(\/p) — 1.

To further investigate the differences between the stochastic process and
its fluid approximation, in Figure [I2] we plot the average time at which the
population reaches some small sizes € for the last time before extinction in
the stochastic process against t., for A = 100 and A = 1000. The graphs
indicate that choosing ¢ = 2 may be more appropriate than € = 1; this
is confirmed in Figure which we comment after introducing our second
method.

15



25 0.6

—A
3 0.4
s |
ER
g ke
=2 g 02
] 3
E Y = To—6—o—6—6 66 o o o &
£ § 2 ol
I3 [ ©
55 —
3}
Vi o=
5 0.2
oL 0.4
0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000
A A

Figure 11: Model 1 — Left: Approximated mean time until extinction téi)t

as a function of A\, with 4t = 1 and € = 1. Right: Relative difference between
the average of the simulations and the fluid approximation.

10 —— 10
A\ A—Fluid —~— Fluid
AR —o— Simulated mean o Simulated mean
8 A ] 8
8 . N N § .l
g g
=" N A =9
2L 2
0 o 0 . . . . s
5 6 7 8 9 10 11 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
Last time of occurrence Last time of occurrence
(a) A =100 (b) A = 1000
Figure 12: Model 1 — Small population sizes and their last occurrence

time.

A second approach to approximate the mean time until extinction is
obtained as follows: let z := ya(c0) — 1, then ¢(z) (obtained by replacing ys
by z in Eq. ) approximates the time of the last birth (arguably it could
also approximate the time of the second last birth). It follows that y;(¢(2))
(obtained by replacing y2 by z in Eq. ) is the population size at that
time, and we assume that the process behaves like a pure death process from
then on, so t.,+ can be approximated by

t;xt = t(z) + E[max(Xl, c. aXyl(t(z)))]a (23)

16



where the random variables X; are i.i.d. exponential random variables with
rate d(z), 1 <1 < y1(t(2)).

Figure |13 compares the methods of approximation t(ei)t fore = 1,2, and
t*.;, with the average time until extinction based on simulations. We see

exty
that for Model 1, the most accurate method is téi)t In this figure, we also

observe that té})t coincides with ¢}, because t.—1 =~ t(z) due to the fact that
ya(t1) = 2(A/pu) — 1 = ya(oc0) — 1. The relative error of t((a?t is shown in
Figure In Figure we plot together #(z), the simulated time of last
birth, t. for e = 1,2 and their simulated equivalent, as functions of A\. This
figure shows that ¢(z) over-estimates the expected time until the last birth,
which indicates that our assumption that the process behaves like a pure

death process after time ¢(z) is not appropriate here.
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4 Properties of Model 2

Y2

Recall that in Model 2, ba(y2) = Ae™ a (both A and « control the amplitude
of the individual birth rate), and d(y2) = p. Similar to Model 1, from

Eqgs. and @, we have

dy (t) v ap w20

(1) 1€ y1(t) = ya2(t) e o TO (24)
for some constant C. Using the initial condition @D, we obtain Cy =
%ea_l, hence

(t) -
yi(t) = ya(t) — %67 + %ea Lot>o (25)

4.1 Maximum population size

From Egs. and , we have:
) (26)

) —a+t %ea”. (27)

Y2(tmaz) = alog(

Y1 (tmaz) = alog(

TI>T>

Figures |16l and [L7] show the mean maximum population size as a function of
A and «, respectively. We see that the fluid approach is accurate, although
the fluid curves slightly underestimate the mean maximum population sizes
in the stochastic process.
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Figure 16: Model 2 — Left: Mean maximum population size as a function
of A\, when o« = 100, u = 1. Right: Relative difference between the average
of the simulations and the fluid approximation.

19



6000 D 0 —s——a o o —©

W,/«'aff*%’
-0.02F /
5000 ) /
o K -0.04/
g 4000 £-0.06 |
z =
= i -0.08
2 3000 | P §
& 2 01 l
& 2000] ) S »l),le
5 —&— Simulated mean _
= —4—Fluid £ -0.14
1000 -
-0.16
¢
0. -0.18
0

0 200 400 600 800 1000 200 400 600 800 1000
@ «

Figure 17: Model 2 — Left: Mean maximum population size as a function
of a, when A = 1000, © = 1. Right: Relative difference between the average
of the simulations and the fluid approximation.

4.2 Total progeny at extinction

From Eq. and the fact that y;(c0) = 0, the total progeny at extinction
y2(00) satisfies the fixed-point transcendental equation
oy y2(0) a1
X)) = —e « — — e« 28
a(o0) = . (25)

Although no explicit solution exists, y2(co0) can be numerically evaluated
(by fixed-point iteration, for example).

Figures[1§land[19show the mean total progeny at extinction as a function
of A and «, respectively. Both figures highlight that the fluid approach is
accurate to approximate the mean total progeny at extinction.
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Figure 18: Model 2 — Left: Mean total progeny at extinction as a function
of A\, when o = 100, u = 1. Right: Relative difference between the average
of the simulations and the fluid approximation.
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Figure 19: Model 2 — Left: Mean total progeny at extinction as a function
of a, when A = 1000, © = 1. Right: Relative difference between the average
of the simulations and the fluid approximation.

4.3 Time to reach a given total progeny size

From Egs. and , we have

dys B ap vz ap a—1> w2
= ibly2) = (yz et et e (29)
which implies
dt 1
din = vz (yo—-1) (30)

Ayge” o —ap+ape” a
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Using the initial condition in @D, Eq. leads to an integral expression
for ¢t as a function of yo,

Y2 1
t(y2) = / - ooy du, (31)
I due o —ap+ape” o

which, unlike for Model 1, does not have an analytical solution, but can be
evaluated numerically.

4.4 Time to reach the maximum population size

By substituting Eq. into Eq. (31, we obtain the (fluid) time to reach
the maximum population size,

alog(A/p) 1
tmaz _/ " =) du. (32)
1 Aue” o —ap+ ape” o

Figure shows that the fluid approximation is accurate from relatively
small values of A\, and indicates that t,,4, (slowly) decreases to 0 as \ in-
creases; this is in contrast with Model 1, where the limit is a strictly positive
constant (see Proposition . We state this result in the next proposition
(whose proof can be found in Section [f)):

Proposition 2 t¢,,,, — 0 as A\ = oo.

This shows that in this model, the birth rate b(y2(t)) is increasing fast
enough with A\ to “catch up with” the logarithmic growth of the maximum
population size.
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£ Fluid 12} —4— Fluid

X. pop. size

0.8

Time to reach max. pop. size

0 20 40 60 80 100 0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000
A A

Figure 20: Model 2 — Mean time to reach the maximum population size
as a function of A when o = 100, u = 1. Left: small values of A\. Right:
large values of .
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Finally, Figure |21] shows the mean time to reach the maximum popula-
tion size as a function of . The figure and further numerical investigations
indicate this mean time is increasing with «; we did not prove this result
analytically.
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Figure 21: Model 2 — Mean time to reach the maximum population size
as a function of @ when A = 1000 and p = 1.

4.5 Time until extinction

The expected time until extinction can be approximated by ti?t as in

and by t},, as in (23). Recall that ¢. denotes the time at which the (fluid)
population reaches size € in its descent. Let y5 := ya(t-) be the total progeny

at time t.; by Eq. , y5 satisfies
Yy — —€a +—e* =g, (33)

which can be solved numerically. We then use Eq. to compute t. = t(y3)
and t(z) where z = ya(o0) — 1.

Similar to Figure Figure plots the average time at which the
population reaches some small sizes € for the last time before extinction

in the stochastic process against t.. From this figure we expect the fluid
(e)

approximation ¢,

to be more accurate when ¢ > 2 (like in Model 1).
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Figures 23| and |24] compare the mean time until extinction obtained by
simulations with the approximations ) for e = 1,2, and % _,, for values of A

ext ext’
and a. We observe that the best approximation is given by t%_, here, followed

ext
by tgi)t; the relative error of ¢}, is shown in Figure Interestingly, we also
see on the left panel of Figure [23] that the time until extinction seems to
stabilise to some limiting value as \ increases, however the right panel of the
figure highlights the potential existence of a minimum in the approximating
functions; we further investigate the existence of this minimum at the end
of this section.

In Figure [26{ we compare t(z), the simulated time of last birth, together
with ¢, for ¢ = 1,2 and their simulated equivalent, as functions of A. This
figure shows that ¢(z) approximates reasonably well the simulated expected
time until the last birth, which indicates that our assumption that the pro-
cess behaves like a pure death process after time t(z) is more appropriate
for Model 2 than for Model 1.
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Figure 22: Model 2 — Small population sizes and their last occurrence

time for o = 100.
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Figure 23: Model 2 — Mean time until extinction obtained with all ap-
proximation methods, as a function of A for & = 100 and p = 1. Left: small
values of \. Right: large values of .
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Figure 24: Model 2 — Mean time until extinction obtained with all ap-
proximation methods, as a function of « for A = 1000.
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Figure 25: Model 2 — Relative errors between the average time to ex-
tinction based on simulations and the approximation t%,, as a function of A
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Figure 26: Model 2 — Time of the last birth, and times to reach population
sizes € = 1,2 as a function of a for A = 1000.

In the rest of this section, we show (empirically) the existence of a min-
imum in ¢, taken as a function of A (or equivalently, in the approximation
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téi)t). Isolating A in Eq. , we obtain

v 1
aues — quea

*_

Yy — €

A= (34)

By substituting Eq. into Eq. with yo = y3, we obtain an expression
for ¢, in terms of y3:
Y3

te = ) f(y27 y;) dy27 (35)

where
(y3 — ) 1

« (1-y2) (v5—y2) .
By —pp—e)e o e o — (45 —¢)

fly2,93) = (36)

As X\ — 00, y2(tmaz) given in Eq. increases to infinity. If the total
progeny at maximum population size increases to infinity, that implies that
y5 also increases to infinity as A — co. More precisely, we show that y; is a
strictly monotone function of A (the proof can be found in Section :

Lemma 1 Ife > 1 then dy5/d\ > 0.

As a consequence of Lemma (1} if ¢, taken as a function of y3 exhibits a
minimum, then ¢, taken as a function of A also exhibits a minimum. This
change of scale allows us to visualise this minimum in a much clearer way:
Figure [27] shows the existence of the minimum in ¢, taken as a function of
y5 for e = 1 and o = 100. In this case, the minimum can be evaluated
numerically and is reached when y3 ~ 888.44, which according to Eq. (34)
corresponds to A = 813.3.
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5 Proofs

Proof of Proposition
Using with y2(tmaz) = A/ and 2 =1 + //)%’ we get

il A2 22 A ety -
t(\/p) = — | —log(c?) +log(c* — = + = —1) + —log | —4——
V) = | lon(e) + log(e® = Z5 -+ 2= )+ o (T

[ 2 1427 42

1 A 2

== log(2)+log< “)\2>+ = log “2 a
| I+iz)  wf1+2 Y1+ —5+1

1] A LA

= — [log(2) + (1 — lo
s 1052+ 0= 2 toa(5)
1 /11,11
A sV Tt T 1
+ 2 )\210g L_i_i ' A2 A
VKA AZ T2 1+P—ﬁ+1

2
— —log(2) as A — oc.
©

Proof of Proposition
By the change of variable u = —alog z in Eq. , we obtain

exp(—1/a) ]
o / . (37)
/A —Az?logx + px(xea — 1)

For A that is large enough, we have /A < exp(—1/a), and —Az?logz +
;w:(:ceé —1)>0for 0 < pu/A <z <exp(—1/a) < 1.
We first show that

exp(—1/a) p . M
< tmaa < ) = TN 91 >
0< /H/)\ g(x) dz, where g(z) Plogs (38)

and M is a sufficiently large constant. Let

1
fz) = ;
—\z2logx + /m:(a:eé -1)

then we have
_ Mueéﬁ + (M — Da(-Azlogz — 17 p)
(—Az2logx + ux(xeé —1))(—Az?log x)

g9(x) — f(x)
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For u/\ < x < exp(—1/a), the denominator in is always positive. For
the numerator, let a(x) = —Axlogz — %,u; we can check that a(x) has
one global maximum in the interval of interest, and is positive at the bound-
aries of the interval, that is, a(x/A) > 0 and a(exp(—1/«)) > 0. Therefore,
a(z) >0, and g(z) > f(z) > 0 over [u/X, exp(—1/a)], so (38) follows.

Next we show that limy_s feXp( e g(z)dx = 0. We have

g(z)der = — U
/A ( ) A exp(1l/a) logu

exp(—1/a) o 1
/ Y (10)
7

where the right-hand-side involves a logarithmic integral, which has a well-
known asymptotic behaviour:

M [AMH 1 M
-~ du ~ T — 0, (41)
A Jexp(1/m logu - plog § 3320 o

as A — oo. Therefore, by , the proposition holds.

Proof of Lemma [1]

We consider the cases when € < y; (tmaz). For y5 > max(1,¢), recall that y;
satisfies Eq. . By differentiating with respect to A, we obtain

dys %(ea —6_71)
d\x ’

(42)
72

A — pea

The numerator is always negative, and by Eq. , we can express the

denominator as

v 1

f(yz), where f(y3) = ae’a —aea —(y; —¢)e

S
Q‘N*

43
Y — ¢ 43)

The function f(y3) is decreasing (its derivative is strictly negative). There-
fore, for 0 < € < y1(tmaz) = alog(%) —a+ %eo‘_l, by Eq. (26), v5 >
Y2 (tmaz) = alog(%), thus

F63) < flalog()) = ~(-alog() +a— e o) <0, (a9

and from and (43), dy3/dX > 0.
Finally, if ¢ = y1(tmaz), then from Eq. , Yy = ozlog(%), and the

lemma follows as well.
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